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PREVIOUS PUBLICATIONS BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON STUDY OF 
MONOPOLY POWER 


(Sist Cong., Ist sess.) 


SeRIAL 14, Parr 1, hearings of July 11, 18, 15, 18, 20, 22, 25, 27, and 29 and 
August 1 3, 5, and 24, 1949—general hearings on monopoly problems, including 
report by the Federal Trade Commission on concentration of productive facili- 
ties and a summary of existing antitrust laws. 

SERIAL 14, Parr 2 (A and B), two volumes of hearings containing testimony of 
October 25, 26, 27, November 2, 3, 1, 10, 15, 16, 17, 21, 22, 25, 28, 29, 30, and De- 
cember 1, 1949, as well as a special report based on the Census of Manu- 
facturers, 1947; a report of the Securities and Exchange Commission on the 
Public Utility Holding Company Act; and selected investment data on 100 
largest life-insurance companies. 


(Sist Cong., 2d sess.) 


SERIAL 14, Parr 3, hearings of February 1, 8, 15, 23, 24, and March 1, 1950, on 
a bill to increase the criminal penalties of the antitrust laws; a bill to pro- 
vide for periodic reports by the Attorney General on consent decrees in anti- 
trust cases; and a proposed bill to amend the Webb-Pomerene Act, including 
a report by the Justice Department on strengthening the remedies in the 
antitrust laws and the decision in the case of United States v. U. S. Alkali 
Keport Association (86 fF. Supp. 59 (1949) ). 

SeriaL 14, Parr 4 (A and B), twe volumes of material resulting from the sub- 
committee’s investigation of steel. Volume A contains testimony of April 17, 
18, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and May 3, 5, 9, and May 11, 1950, at which 
dates representatives of Government, the steel industry, and other interested 
persons presented various views on the iron and steel industry. Volume B 
contains exhibits introduced during: the hearings. 

SERIAL 14, Part 5, containing the hearings of May S and 10, 1950, on a bill de- 
signed to provide a uniform statute of limitations for private triple-damage 
actions and to allow the United States Government to sue as a private suitor 
for damages suffered by reason of violations of the antitrust laws. 

SeRIAL 14, Parr 6 (A and B), two volumes of material resulting from the sub- 
comnittee’s investigation of newsprint. Volume A contains testimony of 
June 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 27, 28, 29, 30, and July 10, 11, 13, 18, 19, and 20, 1950, 
at which dates representatives of Government, the newsprint industry, and 
other interested persons presented various views on the newsprint industry. 
Volume B contains exhibits introduced during the hearings. 


(S2d Cong., Ist sess.) 

SerrAL 1, Parr 1, hearings of January 22, 23, 25, 26, 29, 30, February 1, 2, 5, 7, 
and 9, 1951, on aluminum, at which dates representatives of Government, 
the aluminum industry, and other interested persons testified. 

Seria 1, Parr 2, containing testimony of the Federal Trade Commission in two 
reports. The Divergence Between Plant and Company Concentration, 1947 
(presented December 12, 1950, Sist Cong., 2d sess.) ; Interlocking Directorates 
(presented March 7 and 8, 1951). 

Serran 1, Parr 3, hearings of April 9, 11, 15, May 38, and June 7, 1951, on H. R. 
#408, to amend the Clayton Act by granting a right of action to the United 
States to recover damages under the antitrust laws, establishing a uniform 
statute of limitations, and for other purposes. 
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NOTE 


In the course of the publication of serial 1, part 3, the hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Study of Monopoly Power, Committee 
on the Judiciary, on H. R. 3408, Eighty-second Congress, there was 
omitted by an inadvertence the material which appears below. 


APriL 16, 1951. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on the Study of Monopoly Power of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sire: This letter is written at the suggestion of your counsel, who was 
kind enough to make available to me the transcripts of the hearings held by 
your subcommittee on April 11 and 13. At pages 122-128 of the April 11 tran- 
script and again at page 195 of the April 13 transcript, Mr. Kenneth Royall made 
some gratuitous erroneous statements about me which he evidently thought 
might escape refutation if he used the designation “Mr. X” instead of my name. 
His statements refer to a brief I filed in the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Fourth Circuit in a suit entitled Veisei/man v. Paramount Film Distribut- 
ing Corporation, et al. His suggestion that the film court reporter of Phila- 
delphia advertised a copy of this brief for sale with my knowledge and for my 
benefit is untrue and unjust to me. 

The film court reporter has never received a copy of this or any other brief 
from me and has never asked or received permission from me to copy or sell 
this or any other brief I ever wrote. I have never received any payment for 
any brief from anyone but the client for whom it was written. If Mr. Royall or 
the members of your subcommittee are aware of any way in which I can pre- 
vent others from copying a brief after it is filed in court and selling the copies, 
I should be very happy to receive the information. 

I also found upon reading these transcripts that Mr. Royall made a number 
of other statements about the general activities of former antitrust division 
lawyers in private treble-damage litigation which, while not pertinent to the 
legislation you are considering, were certainly misleading. I think the com- 
mittee might well hear from some of the lawyers opposing Mr. Royall in the 
litigation in question before accepting the conclusions he urged upon the 
committee. 

For my part, I should be very glad of an opportunity to be heard as to the 
merits of the legislation before you and particularly as to Mr. Royall’s suggested 
substitution of a discretionary treble-damage remedy for the present manda- 
tory one. The latter suggestion I would wholeheartedly support for reasons 
which are quite different from those suggested by Mr. Royall. My contribution 
to your record would be no more disinterested than Mr. Rovall’s, but it would 
be based upon a participation in both public and private litigation which may 
conceivably have supplied a sounder knowledge of the problem you are dealing 
with. 

I have sent a copy of this letter to Mr. Royall. 

Very truly yours, 
Roserr L. WricHr. 


Dwiecnt, Royar, Harris, Korcrer & Caskey, 
New York 5, N. ¥., April 19, 1951. 
Ronert L. Wricnt, Esq., 
Ring Building, Washington D. C. 
Dear Mr. Wricur: I received a copy of your letter of April 16 addressed to Mr, 
Celler. A careful reading of the record before the committee will, IT am sure, 
show you that all statements made about treble-damage litigation were correct 
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as well as relevant as to the size and nature of the treble-damage problem, and 
will also disclose to you that I directly negatived any suggestion of unethical or 
improper conduct on the part of any counsel for the plaintiff in treble-damage 
Cases, 

You will also find that there was no mention of you personally and no identi- 
fication of any case in which you might have appeared. So far as I know, your 
own letter is the first notice to the committee of your appearance in any treble- 
damage case. 

_Despite the fact that the record is clear on these questions, I would be de- 
lighted to discuss the testimony with you personally at any time. I would like 
to remove any impression you may have that there was any personal reflection 
on you or on any other attorneys. I just do not believe in name-calling between 
counsel, 

I was very pleased to learn from your letter that you favor a discretionary 
treble-damage remedy in place of the present mandatory one. While you are 
again in error in stating that I was the one who suggested this change, yet I did 
favor it when it was brought before the committee during Mr. Morrison’s testi- 
mony, and I hope that a suitable amendment will be enacted at some time in 
the near future. - 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH C. ROYALL. 
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